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4Abstract
Research m the area of peer rejection has been growing in the 
past 15 years. Progress has been made m identifying several 
sociometric status groups of children and the behaviors that 
differentiate these groups. Risks associated with peer rejection 
have been examined, and social skills intervention programs have 
been implemented. However, research is lacking regarding rejected 
children’s beliefs and concerns about self-referral for help. In the 
present study a self-referral measure was administered to assess 
rates of self-referral, and a questionnaire was developed to assess 
rejected children's beliefs, concerns, and interest regarding self­
referral. Half of the rejected children indicated they wanted to 
self-refer. Overall, children who did not want to self-refer for help 
had significantly lower interest m the topic of self-referral and 
making friends, and were significantly lower in the belief that you 
could learn how to make friends. This study shows the importance 
of examining children's motivation to improve their peer 
relationships before intervention programs are used. Suggestions 
for future research and methodological improvements are made.
Self-referral for Friendship Problems:
Children's Beliefs and Concerns
Peer rejection among children has been studied extensively for 
many years. In this paper. I will review what is known about the 
origins, consequences, and intervention effectiveness related to 
peer rejection in childhood. Then I will examine the results of a 
study which focused on a relatively unexplored topic in the area of 
children's peer relations: children's self-referral for help for 
friendship problems.
In this introductory section, I will describe the different 
sociometric status groups among children that have been identified 
and the methods used to define those groups. Next, I will examine 
peer rejection, why it is important to study it, and the functions of 
friendships missed by rejected children. I will also describe how 
these groups differ behaviorally. and will then discuss two distinct 
subgroups of rejected children that have been identified. Following 
this. I will describe the short- and long-term effects of peer 
rejection, Finally, I will examine the different types of social skills 
training methods that have been used and the results that they have 
achieved.
Identifying Rejected Children
Sociometric measurement is a way of identifying how well 
children are accepted by their peers. One method that has been 
widely used to measure children's sociometric status is peer 
nominations (Coie, Dodge, & Coppotelli, 1983; Gronlund, 1959). Peer 
nominations can be both positive and negative. In positive peer
nominations, children usually nominate their three best friends or 
three children whom they like most. The children may be asked to 
write down three names, or they may be asked to circle three name: 
from a list of classmates. Negative nominations involve a similar 
procedure, except that children are asked to name three children 
that they like least or do not want as a friend. Children who -eceive 
many positive nominations and few negative nominations are 
popular Children who receive many positive and negative 
nominations are controversial. Children with few positive and few 
negative nominations are neglected, and children with few positive 
and many negative nominations are rejected. Those who receive 
average numbers of positive and negative nominations are average 
children.
In the rating-scale sociometric method, children are asked to 
rate each of their peers (eg., classmates) on a Likert-type scale.
For example, children have been asked to rate on a scale of one to 
five how much they like to work with or play with each of their 
peers (Oden & Asher, 1977) The advantage of the rating-scale 
method is that each child is rated by every other child m the class, 
unlike the peer nomination procedure where children only provide 
information about a few peers (Hymel & Asher, 1977). Because of 
the concern that eliciting negative nominations might adversely 
affect rejected children, positive nominations have recently been 
used in conjunction with a rating-scale measure, The low rating of 
a "1" on the rating scale was used in place of negative nominations 
to identify rejected children. This method identified as .ejected
(1
91% of the children who were identified as rejected using positive 
and negative nomination measures (Asher & Dodge. 1986).
Peer rejection m childhood is very important for several reasons. 
First, sociometric status groups tend to be stable This is 
especially true for rejected children. Rejected children are more 
likely to keep their status from one year to the next than children in 
the other status groups (Coie & Dodge, 1983). Furthermore, rejected 
children, when placed in a group of unfamiliar peers, become 
rejected within a small number of play sessions (Coie & Kupersmidt. 
1983). These data point to the stability of peer status without 
intervention. Therefore, rejected children will tend to stay rejected
unless help is received. Thirdly, peer rejection has negative effects 
on the individual. Rejected children receive more negative 
treatment from their peers (Dodge. 1983), and also experience the 
loneliness that comes from having few or no friends (Asher, 
Parkhurst, Hymel, & Williams, 1990). Long term effects of rejection 
include dropping out of school, criminal behavior, and mental health 
problems (Parker & Asher, 1987). These studies point to the 
necessity of intervention and treatment programs for rejected 
children. Treatment programs may improve the rejected children’s 
daily experiences, and they may help to prevent the multiple 
problems that may await these children later in life. Since rejected 
children experience a wider variety of difficulties and problems 
than do other children, it would seem that friendships must play an 
important role in the positive daily life and long-term health of non- 
rejected children.
7
KFunctions of Friendships
The functions of children's friendships have been studied by many 
different researchers. However, across all the studies, seven 
important aspects of friendships seem to emerge with regularity 
(see Asher & Parker, 1989, for a detailed review).
Socialization of Social Skills. Friendships aid in the growth of 
social competence. One of the earliest theorists to describe this 
function was Harry Stack Sullivan (1953). Sullivan focused on the 
friendships of preadolescents. He believed that friendships gave 
children a novel relationship in which they could learn to appreciate 
the points of view and feelings of others. In turn this new 
knowledge would lead to concern about others, and the development 
of prosocial traits like empathy, comp ssion, loyalty, and altruism. 
Another author, Fine (1981), suggests that friendships are important 
for self-presentation and for learning impression management 
skills. Furthermore, Fine believes that friendships offer a safe 
place in which to learn acceptable social behavior and to learn how 
to handle social stress. Finally, Gottman and Parker (1986; 1989) 
believe that friendships can help children develop the skills 
necessary to manage and interpret emotions.
Self-Validation and Ego Support. Friendships are also vital with 
regard to self-validation and ego support. Children's friendships 
help them to create an image of themselves as competent, 
attractive, and worthwhile (Furman & Buhrmester, 1985). Also, 
because of the listening and giving of advice that are involved in 
friendships, children show that they place value on one another's
opinion and think highly of each other (Duck, 1933) Another way 
friendships play a role is in social comparison. Children use their 
friendships to compare their interests, attitudes, and beliefs to 
someone similar to them and whom they like. By comparing their 
beliefs, they can evaluate them and come to see them as valid if 
their friends hold the same beliefs. Through this process children 
can come to know themselves (Duck, 1983; Fine, 1981).
Emotional Security. Although not studied extensively, friendships 
also seem to provide emotional security for children. This 
emotional security is especially important in new or threatening 
situations. It is the confidence children seem to gain when they 
have a friend present when they explore places, try new behaviors, 
or take risks (Asher & Parker, 1989). One experiment (Ispa, 1981) 
showed that children, when put in a strange environment, exhibited a 
greater level of comfort when they were with a familiar peer, as 
opposed to being with an unfamiliar peer or being alone. Children 
also were more comfortable with a familiar peer than with a 
familiar adult. This was especially interesting considering that the 
children were between 1 1/2 - 3 years of age. In a separate 
experiment (Schwarz, 1972). children were observed with regard to 
their comfort and amount of exploration in a strange room, 
depending on whether someone was with them or not. Children 
explored the room more and showed more comfort when they were 
with a familiar peer than with an unfamiliar peer or alone.
Intimacy and Affection. Intimacy and affection are two more 
benefits to be received from friendships. Friendships are
relationships that allow for intimate self-disclosure without the 
fear of embarrassment. Many authors have mentioned self- 
disclosure as an important part of a friendship (Duck. 1983; Furman 
& Buhrmester, 1985). Furthermore, most researchers agree that the 
amount of mutual self-disclosure is a good indicator of the 
closeness of a relationship (Mannarino, 1976; Sullivan, 1953) 
Children also share this point of view. Especially as they get older, 
children say that they consider intimacy, self-disclosure, openness 
and affection as especially important parts of friendship; (Bigelow, 
1977; Furman & Bierman, 1984).
Guidance and Assistance. Children's receive both guidance and 
assistance from their friendships. A child's friends will help by 
giving their time, energy, and resources. The friends of a child will 
also give constructive criticism, advice, and information (Duck. 
1983; Furman & Buhrmester, 1985). A vital part of a child's 
friendship is the helping and sharing aspect of it. Friends feel a 
special obligation to be aware of and responsive to the needs and 
feelings of one another (Clark, 1984).
Reliable Alliance. "Reliable alliance" is another benefit to be 
derived from friendships. This alliance refers to the sense of 
security that comes from having a friend, and knowing that their 
loyalty and availability can be counted on (Furman & Buhrmester, 
1985; Weiss, 1974). This is the "us against them" mentality that 
develops, where children know that they can count on their friends 
to back them up no matter what happens. Three important 
conclusions can be drawn from the studies of reliable alliance.
First, children believe that friends should be loyal and faithful. 
Second, this belief seems to peak around middle to late childhood. 
Finally, girls seem to expect more loyalty than boys from the r 
friendships (Berndt, 1986a)
Companionship and Stimulation. The final aspect of friendships 
to be discussed is companionship and stimulation. This has been 
referred to as the "lighter side" of friendships (La Gaipa. 1981). 
Companionship involves being with someone and having fun. The 
child has someone he or she likes to play and do things with, and 
knows his or her friend will be there because they are friends. 
Friends interact with each other on a daily basis, both in and out of 
school (Fine, 1980), and children themselves state that 
companionship and stimulation are an important part of their 
friendships (Bigelow, 1977; Furman & Buhrmester, 1985).
Summary. In conclusion, children can receive multiple benefits 
from having friendships. These include the development of social 
skills, self-validation and ego support, emotional security, intimacy 
and affection, guidance and assistance, reliable alliance, and 
companionship and stimulation, Children who are rejected have few 
or no friends (Parker & Asher, in press). Therefore, these rejected 
children are missing out on the personal and social growth and 
development that comes from having friends. As will be discussed 
later, these rejected children suffer a number of negative 
consequences from their rejection and lack of friends. In the next 
section, I will describe how rejected children differ behaviorally 
from other children.
Behavioral- Characteristics of Rejected Children
What are the behaviors that distinguish children of high and low 
status? Although many factors contribute to sociometric status, 
certain characteristic behaviors do seem to be identified 
consistently across studies. Prosocial or positive behaviors, such 
as cooperativeness and friendliness are related to positive status or 
being accepted. Aggression, disruptiveness, and hypersensitivity are 
related to negative status or being rejected (Coie, Dodge. & 
Kupersmidt, 1990. Hartup, Glazer, & Charlesworth, 1967).
Behavioral characteristics, like sociometric status, are also stable 
over time. Coie and Dodge (1983) found that cooperativeness, 
disruptiveness, shyness, starting fights, and being a leader were 
stable over five years. Aggression was the most stable behavior, 
and shyness increased in stability as the children grew older (Coie & 
Dodge, 1983). This is consistent with the idea that aggression is a 
major correlate of negative status, and that although withdrawal or 
shyness is not related to negative status for younger children, it 
becomes increasingly important over time (Coie, Dodge, &
Kupersmidt, 1990). When trying to predict future status from past 
status, the prediction is enhanced when behavioral variables are 
also included (especially "cooperativeness" and "starting fights") 
(Coie & Dodge, 1983).
Putallaz (1983) observed children and videotaped them as they 
tried to enter a group of two other children. Rejected children asked 
more questions, disagreed more, and made more statements than 
accepted children. Being able to perceive the situation of the group
accurately was also positively correlated with high sociometric 
status. Accepted children made more, and rejected children made 
less, group relevant statements. The relevance of children's 
statements and behavior to the group was taken by Putaliaz to be the 
most important factor for acceptance.
Research by Coie and Kupersrmdt (1983) and Dodge (1983) has 
found that rejected children spend less time in prosocial behavior 
and more time in aversive and aggressive or unoccupied and 
withdrawn behaviors. Furthermore, they spend their time in smaller 
groups of children and with younger peers. In the following section,
I will describe how rejected children can be divided into two 
different groups: aggressive-rejected and withdrawn-rejected 
children.
Suborouos of Rejected Children
A feature of recent research is the division of what had 
previously been called the unpopular group of children into rejected 
and neglected children. Recently, researchers have argued that 
rejected children should be further divided into two distinct groups, 
one group being characterized by a more aggressive nature, and the 
other by a more submissive nature. Rubin and his colleagues 
hypothesized that the aggressive group was more disruptive and 
acting out, while the submissive group was more withdrawn and 
oversensitive (Rubin, LeMare, & Lollis, 1990).
To identify the subgroups of rejected children, Parkhurst and 
Asher (1992) and Williams and Asher (1991) have used the scores 
children received for two types of items on a peer assessment
questionnaire, an item assessing aggression and an item assessing 
timidity or submissiveness. Those children high on aggression and 
low on timidity or submissiveness were defined as aggressive, 
while those low on aggression and high on timidity or 
submissiveness were defined as submissive. Using this procedure, 
approximately 40% of the rejected children were identified as 
aggressive, while approximately 27% were defined as submissive. 
Both of these groups were lower on prosocial behaviors than average 
children. The two groups differed however in their affective 
responses. The submissive-rejected children were significantly 
more lonely than average children in both the elementary school 
study (Williams & Asher, 1991) and in the middle school study 
(Parkhurst & Asher, 1992). The aggressive-rejected children were 
significantly lonelier than the average group among elementary 
school children (Williams & Asher, 1991), but not among older 
children (Parkhurst & Asher, 1992). The extremity of rejection also 
plays a role in this area. Submissive children were more extremely 
rejected than aggressive children (Williams & Asher, 1991), and this 
accounts for a part of their greater loneliness. Extremely rejected 
children were found to be more lonely and socially dissatisfied than 
children less extremely rejected.
Consequences of Peer Reiection
Concurrent Problems. On a day to day basis, rejected children 
face many hardships. As mentioned earlier, most rejected children 
have few or no friends. Therefore, they miss out on the benefits of 
friendships, especially the emotional support that friends can give
(Asher & Parker, 1989). When trying to enter a group of children, 
rejected Children are treated more negatively (PuataHaz & Gottman, 
1981). Even when rejected children use the same strategies as 
other children, they still are not accepted as often (Dodge, 1983). 
When brought into a new group of peers, the rejected children 
become rejected again very quickly (Coie & Kupersmidt, 1983). 
Rejected children would seem likely to experience great stress and 
loneliness in that they are actively disliked and have few friends. 
They are also likely to experience great social dissatisfaction and 
frustration in that this occurs even if they act in the same as other 
children or meet a new group of children.
Only recently have researchers begun to look into the subject of 
children’s loneliness, a potentially important short-term effect of 
rejection. Hayden, Tarulli, and Hymel (1988) interviewed many 
children in third through eighth grades, and found that they had a 
deep understanding of loneliness. The ways that the children defined 
loneliness and the examples they used were very similar to the way 
adults define loneliness. Another study (Cassidy & Asher, 1989a) 
found that even children as young as five or six know what 
loneliness is, how others look when they are lonely, what things can 
cause loneliness, and what things can help to cure loneliness. A few 
studies have been completed that compare self-reports of loneliness 
among popular, controversial, rejected, neglected, and average 
children. All of the studies have found rejected children to be 
significantly more lonely than any of the other groups (Asher & 
Wheeler, 1985; Crick & Ladd, 1988; Parkhurst & Asher, 1992).
Neglected children were not more lonely than the average children, 
whicn has allowed researchers to focus on rejected children as ihe 
only at-risk group,
Witnin the rejected group of children there is considerable 
variability of rejection and variation m loneliness As discussed 
earlier, the subgroup of submissive-rejected children has been found 
to be more lonely than the aggressive-rejected children, and more 
extremely rejected ch'ldren also experience more loneliness. A 
final factor in the degree of loneliness is children's attnbutional 
processes. Bukowski and Ferber (1987) found that rejected children 
who attributed interpersonal failure to internal abilities rather than 
external causes were more lonely.
Long-term Problems. Parker and Asher (1987) reviewed the 
literature available on early peer difficulties and later 
maladjustment. They explored how acceptance, aggression, and 
withdrawal affected later school dropout, juvenile and adult crime, 
and adult psychopathology.
Acceptance did seem to affect later school dropout. Research has 
found that low-accepted children drop out significantly more than 
average children, and some studies found the rates of unpopular 
children to be twice as high as average children (Barclay, 1966; 
Gronlund & Holmlund, 1958; Janes, Hesselbrock, Meyers, & Penniman, 
1979; Kupersmidt,1983). Research nas also found a significant link 
between aggression and later school dropout, with rates sometimes 
three to six times higher for aggressive children than for non- 
aggressive children (Havighurst, Bowman, Liddle, Matthews, &
Pierce. 1962; Fe'dnusen. Thurston, & Bennng. 1973, Kupersmidt. 
1390).
Although a weak link has been found between acceptance and later 
juvenile and adult crime (Kupersmidt, 1983; Roff & Wirt, 1934), 
aggression seems to be a better predictor. In a follow-up study, 
Magnussen. Stattin, and Duner (1983) found that 50% of the 
aggressive boys had at least one offense m comparison to 5% for the 
non-aggressive boys. Furthermore, 20% of the aggressive children 
had more than one offense, compared with few or none of the non- 
aggressive children having more than one offense. These 
researchers also found a link between aggression and adult crime 
They found that 30% of the aggressive children had some police or 
court involvement as an adult, compared to only 10% of the 
nonaggressive children. Kupersmidt and Coie (1990) also found 
aggression to be a significant predictor of juvenile delinquency and 
of having one or more police contacts. In the next section, I will 
examine the intervention strategies that have been used to try to 
prevent the problems examined above.
Social Skills Training
Social skills training follows from a social skills deficit 
hypothesis (Asher & Renshaw, 1981). This hypothesis states that 
rejected children are lacking certain social skills that non-rejected 
children have. The assumption is that if you can teach rejected 
children these skills, they will no longer be rejected. These training 
methods were not intended to turn everyone into a popular child,
only to improve the life of the rejected child and prevent later 
disorders from occurring.
Oden and Asher (1977) developed a skills training program based 
on the social skills deficit hypothesis. They identified poorly 
accepted children and taught them the positive behaviors of 
participation, cooperation, communication, and support. Subjects 
were rated on "play with", "work with", and “best friend" 
nominations by their peers. After the sessions, the children who had 
been coached received significantly higher "play with" ratings.
There were no differences for "work with" or "best friend" 
nominations. These children were tested at a follow-up one year 
later, and the gains remained. Coached children were still 
significantly higher on the "play ’*'ith" ratings.
Gresham and Nagle (1980) did a similar study, but they compared 
coaching and modeling. They found that coaching and modeling were 
equally effective. Children in both conditions increased in their 
"play with" ratings, but not in their "work with" or "best friend" 
nominations. The coaching and modeling groups also received more 
positive interaction from their peers than did the other groups. 
Finally, the coaching groups showed a significant decrease in the 
amount of negative behavior used, and the modeling group showed 
increases in the amount of positive interaction received.
Ladd (1981) also used social skills training to teach rejected 
children specific positive behaviors. Ladd coached the children m 
the three areas of asking questions, leading, and offering support. 
The coached children were significantly higher in asking questions
and m leading at both the post-test and the follow-up test four 
weeks later. Ladd also found that coached children gamed m 
acceptance and that these gams exceeded these of children in two 
forms of control conditions.
Thus, it seems that social skills training can be effective. 
However, results across studies indicate that about 40 to 50% of the 
children who receive any type of social skills training do not seem 
to improve in their peer relationships (Asher & Renshaw. 1981). It 
is these children that we are concerned about and interested m 
studying.
Children and Self-Referral
When intervention takes place in rejected children's lives, one or 
two things happen. One is that it is a teacher or parent who refers a 
child for help, and the second is that researchers have decided that 
rejected children need help and that they should be given it. An area 
that is glaringly missing from the referral process is the wishes of 
the children themselves.
Advantages may come from including children in the decision 
making process. One important factor is the motivation of the child. 
If the child is not motivated to receive help, then the child will 
probably not improve as much when the help is provided. Adults who 
have the power of choice in their treatment are more likely to 
change than those who do not have choices and self-determination 
(Bastien & Adelman, 1984). This should be true for children also.
Another factor could be that children know themselves better 
than others do. If children self-referred, they could identify
: o
problems that others might m:ss (Dolfi & Ed'eson, 1985). Dolfi and 
Edleson tested whether children would self-refer if they knew what 
a social worker or counselor did and had access to someone who 
could help with their problems They found a significant increase in 
self-referral by children after being presented with information 
about the school social worker and self-referral. This increase was 
seen among third- and fourth-graders, but not among sixth-graders. 
Also, three times as many girls as boys seif-referred.
Asher (1988) examined whether different sociometric groups 
would self-refer at different rates for help with peer relationship 
problems. The children were asked to respond to a hypothetical 
situation. They were asked if they would self-refer if there was 
someone at their school whose job it was to help kids learn how to 
make friends and get along better with other kids. Almost 50% of 
the rejected children said that they would self-refer for help. 
However, the interesting thing is that half of the rejected children 
did not want help.
To understand why this might be, Zelis (1990) examined the 
relationships between sociometric status, degree of ’oneliness, 
behavioral characteristics and self-referral. She also investigated 
the relationship between seif-referral and gender, the extent to 
which the child values friendships, and whether formal or informal 
sources of help would be preferred. She found that the rejected 
children self-referred more than other status groups and that girls 
self-referred more than boys did. Furthermore, lonely children self- 
referred more than non-lonely, and among rejected children those
who seif-referred more were mcse who piaced a greater value on 
fnendsr p$ Finally, children generally preferred to go to an 
informal source (e.g . parent, friend) rather than a formal source 
(e.g., doctor, social worker) for help.
The Present Study
The present study examines further why many rejected children 
do not self-refer. Three hypotheses were tested. First, some 
rejected children may not believe it is possible to learn or be taught 
how to make friends. Second, they may be afraid or embarrassed to 
go in to see the helper at their school who would teach them how to 
make friends better. Third, they may not be interested in the topic 
of help-seeking or learning how to make friends.
The first phase of the research was a preliminary study involving 
children from one classroom. These children were asked to generate 
any concerns they would have about self-referring for help to 
someone who worked at their school. These answers were used to 
create a more formal questionnaire. This questionnaire was then 
administered in a second phase to examine children's beliefs about 
learning how to make friends, their interest in self-referral and the 
topic of making friends, and how concerned they would be about 
various matters if they were going to self-refer. Of interest was 
whether boys would self-refer less than girls, would be less 
interested in the topic of friendships, would express greater 
concerns about certain things happening were they to self-refer, and 
whether they would be lower m the belief that a person can learn 
how to make friends. Also of interest was whether low-accepted
children would self-refer more, be more worried, have a lower 
interest m the topic of making friends, and be lower in the belief 
that a person can learn how to make frie ids than the other two 
sociometric status groups Finally, we were also interested in 
whether children who indicated that they did not want to self-refer 
would be more worried, have a lower interest in the topic of making 
friends, and would be lower in the belief that a person could learn 
how to make friends than children who did want to self-refer
rj 
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Method
Parental permission forms which explained the study were sent 
to 174 children’s homes, and 172 children were given permission to 
participate. Of the 172 children. 6 children were repeatedly absent 
and did not participate. Of the 166 participating children, there 
were 73 males and 93 females. The children were from third- 
(N=79). fourth- (N=25), and fifth- (N=62) grade classrooms from one 
elementary school. The school was located m a middle-size 
community m the Midwest. A total of 6 classrooms participated m 
the study. There was a range of 28 to 30 children in each classroom. 
Measures
Sociometric Status. A rating-scale measure (see Appendix 1) 
was used to classify children into three acceptance groups, high, 
average, and low. Using a roster of their class, children were asked 
to rate how much they liked to play with each classmate. Children 
responded on a scale that ranged from 1 ("not at all") to 5 ("a lot"). 
Peer acceptance was determined by the average rating received from 
their classmates. The three groups created were high-accepted (one 
standard deviation or more above the mean), low-accepted (one 
standard deviation or more below the mean), and average-accepted 
(all remaining children). Children were also given a sociometric 
nomination measure in which they circled the names of their three 
best friends on a separate class roster. Data from this measure 
were not used in the present study.
Self-referral To determine whether a child wished to self-refer 
or not, Asher's (1988) self-referral measure was used (see Appendix 
2 ) :
Some kids are kind of worried about how they are getting along 
with other kids. These children are having some problems 
making friends or keeping friends. Imagine that there was a 
person in the school whose job was to help children learn how 
to make friends and get along better with other kids. This 
person's job would be to help children change how well they 
get along with other kids Now imagine that all the kids in the 
school had a chance to get help from this person. Would you 
like to get help if this person really worked at the school?
Children responded by checking one of three boxes which were either
labeled "yes", "maybe”, or "no".
Concerns and Beliefs Children's beliefs about learning to make 
friends and their concerns about self-referring were measured using 
an 18-item questionnaire (see Appendix 3). This questionnaire was 
intended to measure how interested children were in the topic of 
self-referral and friendship making, how worried they were about 
self-referring, and whether they believed it was possible to learn or 
be taught how to make friends. Children rated how much they agreed 
or disagreed with each of the statements using a 5-item scale with 
"1" equal to "strongly disagree" and "5" equal to "strongly agree". 
Children were given some practice using the scale before the 
questionnaire was administered.
: 4
Results
:  5
S o c o ^ etr c . Status Groups
Of the 166 children for whom data were collected. 24 (14.4%) 
were classified as high-accepted, 111 (66 9%) as average-accepted, 
and 31 (18.7%) as low-accepted. Of the high-accepted group. 13 
(54.2%) were males while 11 (45.8%) were females. In the average- 
accepted group there were 48 (43.2%) males and 63 (56.8%) females. 
There were 12 (38.7%) males and 19 (61.3%) females in the low- 
accepted group.
Sel f-referral
On the self-referral questionnaire (see Table 1), out of the 166 
children, 53 (31.9%) checked the "yes" box saying that they would 
like to receive help, 85 (51.2%) checked the "maybe" box saying that 
they might like help but they weren't sure, and 28 (16.9%) checked 
the "no" box saying that they would not like to receive any help. Of 
the males, 27.4% chose "yes", 50.7% chose "maybe", and 21.9% chose 
"no". Of the females, 35.5% chose "yes", 51.6% chose "maybe", and 
12.9% chose "no". A chi-square test found no differences in self­
referral with regard to gender X2(4)=5.3.
With regards to their* level of acceptance, low-accepted children 
indicated that they would self-refer the most (51.6% of the low- 
accepted group), while high-accepted children indicated that they 
would self-refer the least (25.0% of the high-accepted group). Also, 
as an encouraging sign, in the low-accepted group a total of 87.1% 
(N-27) indicated that they either wanted help ("yes") or might want 
help ("maybe"). A chi-square test found significant differences
:  b
Between the acceptance groups with regard to self-referral 
X2(4)*7.0 o<.1 Low-accepted cnildren self-referred more than the 
other two groups of children.
Insert Table 1 about here
Concerns. Beliefs, and Interest
A factor analysis of the 18 item "concerns" questionnaire 
revealed 3 subscales (see Table 2). The 3 subscales were a 4-item 
"worry" scale, a 4-item "interest" scale, and a 2-item "learning” 
scale. The "worry" scale measi -ed how worried the children were 
about various matters if they were to self-refer ("I would be afraid 
of losing friends if I went to talk with the helper", "I would be 
embarrassed to go for help", "I would worry about looking stupid”, "I 
would worry that other kids would make fun of me"). The "interest' 
scale measured how interested children were in the topic of self­
referral and friendships in general ("The topic of making and keeping 
friends is very interesting to me", "I think the helper would give 
good advice", "I like talking about my feelings with other people", "I 
would like the helper to come talk to our whole class”). The 
"learning" scale measured whether children believed that you could 
learn or be taught how to make friends ("A person can be taught how 
to make or keep friends", "Kids can learn how to make friends").
Insert Table 2 about here
A reliability analysis was oer,prmed for eacn of the 3 suosca'es 
The coefficient alpha for the "worry" subscaie was 71 The alpha 
for the "interest" subscaie was 57, and the alpha for the "'earn" 
subscale was .42.
A senes of 2 X 3 (gender x r elf-referral) and 3 X 3  revel of 
acceptance x self-referral) univariate analyses performed on the 
three factor scores and on the remaining eight individual 
questionnaire items found no mam effects of gender or level of 
acceptance. Therefore, the data were pooled across gender and level 
of acceptance, and only self-referral differences were examined. 
With regard to self-referral, one-way anovas found a significant 
difference between the three groups on the "interest" subscale 
E(2,163)*21 14. q< 0001 (see Figure 1) and the "learn" subscale 
E(2,163)=4.45, a<.0l (see Figure 2). Tukey’s Studentized Range Test 
found significant differences between all three self-referral groups 
with regard to the "interest” subscale(a<,05), with those children 
who wanted to self-refer having the highest interest, and those 
children who did not want to self-refer having the lowest interest.. 
On the "learn" subscale, the Tukey Test revealed differences between 
the "no" group and the "maybe" group, and between the "no" group and 
the "yes" group(a< 05), with the children who did not want to self- 
refer indicating less of a belief in the idea that a person can learn 
how to make friends. There was no significant difference found 
between the "yes" group and the "maybe" group.
There was no significant difference between the three groups 
with regard to the "worry" subscale £(2,163)*.96 (see Figure 3).
Interestingly, children who wou.ti seif-refer and those who would 
net seif-refer were fairly equally worried and relatively mgn m 
their levels of worry, This result will be explored m the discussion 
section.
The three subscales ("worry", “interest", and "learn") comprised 
1C of the items from the ent're 18-item questionnaire For tne 
other 8 'terns, separate one-way analyses of variance were 
performed. Two yielded significant differences between the three 
self-referral groups There was a significant difference between 
the three self-referral groups with regard to the item that stated "I 
already have enough friends" £(2.163)-6 85, fi< 001, and the item 
that stated "I think it would be boring to talk to the helper" 
£(2,163)-3.42, &<.05. Follow-up post-hoc tests on the item that 
stated "I already have enough friends" using Tukey's Studentized 
Range Test found significant differences (q<.05) between the "yes" 
group and the "no” group, and between the "maybe" group and the "no'' 
group, but not between the "yes" group and the "maybe" group. The 
children who did not want to self-refer were more likely to indicate 
that they already had enough friends. No significant differences 
were found in the post-hoc test for the item that stated "l think it 
would be boring to talk to the helper"
In D-eviCus researc on self-referral aoout half of rejected 
children self-referred (Asher, 1988). The pattern was similar m the 
present study Furthermore, m this study, as in an early study 
(Zehs, 1990), girls self-referred more than boys, and low-accepted 
children self-referred more than high-accepted children 
Attitudes. Beliefs, ang Concerns
The major purpose of the study was to learn what factors 
contribute to the observation that many children do not want to 
self-refer for help for friendship problems. Of interest was 
whether low-accepted children would be more worried about self- 
referring, less interested in the topic of making friends, lower in 
the belief that a person can learn how to make friends, and self- 
refer less than the other two sociometric status groups. With 
regard to gender, we were interested in whether boys would be more 
worried about self-referring, less interested in the topic of making 
friends, lower in the belief that a person can learn how to make 
friends, and self-refer less than girls. Although there were trends 
toward gender and level of acceptance differences, no significant 
effects of gender of level of acceptance were obtained. Low- 
accepted children were more worried than the other two sociometric 
status groups, boys were more worried than girls, and boys were 
less interested than girls in the topic of friendships. It is possible 
that because of the small sample size these results were not 
statistically significant. Further research should be done to
M)
r : > •'** ds are re;:aoie and would be sgnificant with
a rger sa^p.e s ze.
Also c* interest was w .ret^e' cm'dren who did not want to seif- 
re:'er would oe mere worr ed oe less interested in the top.c of 
making friends, and be -ower n tr e belief that a person can 'earn 
how to make friends than children who d!d want to seif-refer or 
might want to seif-refer Signif cant differences were found 
between the three seif-referral groups. First, the three groups 
differed on the “learn" subscaie. Children who did not want to seif- 
refer were significantly lower m the belief that a person can learn 
how to make friends. Apparently these children may believe that a 
person either has friends and knows how to make friends or they 
don’t, and there is nothing you can do to change that This idea is 
very similar to the idea put forth by Dweck and Leggett '1988) that 
children who have an entity theory of intelligence (believe that 
intelligence is a fixed quantity) show the helpless behavior pattern 
of avoiding challenges and having low persistence. It may be that 
these children have tried to make friends, found they cannot or have 
trouble doing so, and therefore have become resigned to the fact that 
they can never learn how to make friends. Because of the small 
sample size in this study, more research must be done to verify that 
these differences between the three seif-referral groups would 
replicate, but the pattern of results is intriguing.
The three self-referral groups were also found to be different in 
their interest in the topic of self-referral and making friends. The 
children who did not want to self-refer had the lowest interest. The
cmldren who did want to se ’-refer or rmgnt w.mt to se-'-refer had 
sign.ficantly higher interest levels m this topic. Although this 
seems ’ ke an obvious f nomg. t s important, if children wno c.d 
not want to self-refer were just as interested m seif-referral and 
friendships as children who did want to self-refer. then we would 
know that there is some other factor that is keeping them from 
referring. Furthermore the differences m interest between the 
three groups were large and highly significant. Therefore, the lower 
interest level of non-referr:ng children is one factor that may need 
to be addressed in order to increase referral rates
We know from social skills training studies that about forty to 
fifty percent of the children do not improve in their peer 
relationships (Asher & Renshaw, 1981). One explanation of this 
finding is that the children who do not improve lack the motivation 
to improve. If there is no motivation to learn, then the child will 
not gain from the intervention. It is possible that the "interest” 
subscale may also measure the child's motivation. If a child is not 
interested in a topic, he or she will have lower motivation in 
learning anything about that topic. Therefore, since many of the 
low-accepted children are not interested in the topic of self­
referral and making friends, it may be these same children who do 
not improve when they are taught social skills. Future research 
should examine the relationship between interest and motivation and 
improvement from social skills training.
Significant differences were also found between the three self­
referral groups with regard to the two items that said "I think it
would be boring to talk to the helper" and "I already have enough 
friends". The first item seems to be an "interest” item, and could 
have been added to the "interest" subscale since it d.d have a fairly 
high loading m the factor analysis. It was not initially added 
Decause its loading was not quite as high as the loadings for the 
other four items that were used. The "I already have enough friends" 
item is very interesting. The results show that children who did not 
want to self-refer agreed with this item significantly more than the 
children who would or might self-refer. Two possible explanations 
come to mind. First, these non-referring children may have one or 
two close friends who meet all their friendship needs, and 
therefore, not feel that they need any more friends. A more likely 
possibility is that this item provided many non-referring children 
with a face-saving interpretation for their situation, even though 
they probably do not have enough friends.
A methodological problem appeared as the study progressed with 
regard to the "worry'' subscale Results for the "worry" subscale 
indicated that both self-referring and non-self-referring children 
reported fairly high levels of worry. It had been predicted that being 
worried would keep children from self-referring, so only the 
children who would not self-refer would be worried. However, given 
the way the “worry" questions were worded, it seems reasonable in 
hindsight that referring and non-referring children would both 
report elevated levels or worry. On the one hand, non-referring 
children could be saying that it is various worries that keep them 
from self-referring. However, the children who would self-refer
could also be worried, because if they did seif-refer. what they are 
worried about may actually haopen. Improvements m the "worry" 
subscale needs to be mace so that all questions clearly .noicate that 
the respondent is to imagine that he or she has seif-referred.
To summarize, future research should focus on three areas First, 
research should determine the relationship between children who do 
not self-refer and children who do not improve from social skills 
training. They could be the same group of children. Research should 
try to determine if it is motivation or interest that is the cause 
behind the lack of self-referral and lack of improvement after social 
skills training. If it is found that motivational factors are 
influential, then research should focus on how to increase children's 
extrinsic, but especially their intrinsic motivation to improve their 
peer relationships. Second, future research should attempt to 
replicate whether children differ in the belief that a person can 
learn how to make friends. If children who do not want to self-refer 
believe that they cannot learn how to make friends, then perhaps no 
intervention can be completely successful until this erroneous 
belief is changed. Finally, replications of the present study can be 
conducted to learn if any differences in worries would be evident 
with an improved measure. If being worried or concerned is not a 
factor in self-referral, than the main thrust of future research can 
be in the area of positive motivation for friendship making. Perhaps 
it is only by increasing their motivation to improve and learn, that 
these children may benefit from intervention programs.
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Table 1
Self-Referral as a Function of Social Acceptance and 
Gender
Self-Referral Response 
No Mavbe Yes
Social N % N % N %
Acceptance Gender
High Female 2 18.2 6 54.5 3 27.3
Male 3 23.1 7 53.8 3 28.1
Average Female 9 14.3 36 57.1 18 28.6
Male 10 20.8 25 52.1 13 27.1
Low Female 1 5.3 6 31.6 12 63.1
Male 3 25.0 5 41.7 4 33.3
Table 2
Factor Analysis and Item Loadings on the Questionnaire
4 4
Factors
Items Worry Interest Learn
Item 5 .621* .030 -.056
Item 11 .642* -.143 .126
Item 15 .759* -.019 -.143
Item 17 .783* -.057 -.025
Item 2 .084 .564* .100
Item 6 -.197 .484* .275
Item 7 .036 .643* .149
Item 18 -.079 .790* -.090
Item 12 -.155 .112 .766
Item 16 .160 .096 .725
Item 1 .386 -.006 .098
Item 3 .147 .099 -.045
Item 4 .038 -.175 -.008
Item 8 .185 -.074 -.007
Item 9 .209 .185 .079
Item 10 -.130 .021 .221
Item 13 .431 -.219 -.282
Item 14 -.173 .001 .034
Note: Items marked with asterisks were included in the 
subscales.
Figure Legends
Figure 1 Interest Score as a Function of Self-Referral 
Figure 2 Learn Score as a Function of Self-Referral 
Figure 3 Worry Score as a Function of Self-Referral
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■eke friends and «et alon« better with ether kids. This person'a 
job would be to help children chanye hew well they «et alony with 
ether hide, mow leafins thet all the kide it. the school had a 
ehenee te yet help free this person. Would you like to yet help 
if this person really worked et the school?
Yes
NO
A p p e n d ix  3
ttaao . .... -  ■ —
1to are intaraatad in knowing aora about your opiniona about tha 
Ida* of going for haip if this paraon workad at your school. Plaaaa tal 
ua your opinion about aach of tha following atataaanta.
1. X would worry that tha paraon halping would not ba friandly.
: Strongly DlM«rM Diaagraa Naithar Agraa or Diaagraa Agra# StronglyAgraa
Tha topic of aaking and kaaping frianda la vary intaraating to aa.
•tranflyOiaafraa Diaagraa Naithar Agraa or oiaafraa kfraa ! strongly 1 kfraa
X would worry that kida X didn't lika would alao ba thara.
StranflyOiaafraa Diaagraa Naithar kfraa or oiaafraa Agraa StronglyAgraa
X airaady hava anoufh frianda.
itnxflyDiaatraa Oiaafraa Naithar kfraa or Oiaafraa kfraa StronglyAgraa
X wauld ha afraid af laalnf frianda if X want ta talk w halpar. ith tha
Strongly- fiiiMMMA Oiaafraa Naithar kfraa ar Oiaafraa kfraa
•tranfiykfraa
X think thahalpa* wauld flva «aad advlea.
atranfiyOiaafraa Oiaafraa Naithar kfraa ar Oiaafraa kfraa
dtranflykfraa
52
r* 2  libs talking about ay faalinga with otbor paopla.
stronglyDisagroo Diaagras Nalthar Agraa or Diaagras Agroo StronglyAgraa
I. X would worry that X light do or aay tho wrong thing whan I'm with tltd holpor.
*3ti
S
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t»o Dlaagrsa Nalthar Agraa or Diaagras Agraa StronglyAgraa
1. X would worry ahout oiaaing eiaaa, tho bus, or aooothing ala. vhil. X was with tho holpor.
StronglyDisagroo Diaagras Noithor Agrao or Oisagrao Agraa StronglyAgrao
10. X think it is vary ioportant to havo frlands.
StronglyDisogroo Disagroo Noithor Agroo or Disagroo Agroo StronglyAgraa
11. X would ho anbarraoaod to go for holp.
| strangly 
\ " m m m
Disogroo Noithor Agroo or Dloogroo Agroo Strongly 1 Agroo
12. A poraon can bo taught boo to oobo or hoop frlands.
sitwitiy Diaagraa Nalthar laraa Agroo strongly
Dlsa^hrss or Dloogroo Agroo
12. X thlnb it vsuli bo baring to taib to tbo halpar.
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14. X think that all kids can asks frlands without halp if thay want 
to.
i Strongly 
| Disagraa
Disagraa Naithar Agraa 
or Disagraa
Aoroo
_
Strongly i 
Agraa j
IS. I would worry about looking stupid.
strongly
DlM«roo
Disagraa Naithar Agraa 
or Disagraa
...............
Agraa Strongly i 
Agraa 1
..... —J
1 4 . tids can laarn how to asks friands.
Strongly
Disagraa
Disagraa Naithar Agraa 
or Disagraa
Agraa Strongly i 
Agraa j
...... . ... j
1 7 . I would worry that othar kids would sake fun of na.
•tronflyDiaofroo Disagraa Naithar Agraa or Disagraa Agraa stronglyAgraa
... .1
1 1 . Z would liko tha halpar to coaa talk to our whola class.
StronglyDisagraa Disagraa Noithor Mru or oiooyroo Agraa StronglyAtroo (
